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Response to Amendment 

1 . Examiner acknowledges receipt of the amendment in response to the office 
action dated 04/05/2006, which amendment was received 06/10/2006. At this point, 
claims 1-95 have been cancelled, and claims 96-141 have been added. Thus, claims 
96-141 are now pending in the application. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC S 112 and 102 

2. In response to their cancellation, the 35 USC § 103 rejections of claims 47, 64, 

77, and 90 are withdrawn. 

Response to Arguments 

3. Applicant's arguments filed with respect to the 35 USC § 103 rejections of 
claims 47, 64, 77, and 90 by Mantha and Ganger are moot in view of their 
cancellation and the new rejection which follows. 
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DETAILED ACTION 
Information Disclosure Statement 

4. The IDS filed 04/27/2006 has been considered by the Examiner. An initialed and 
dated copy of the PTO-1449 is included herewith. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

5. Claims 96, 110, 124, 138, 98-99, 112-113, and 126-127 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 102(e) as being unpatentable over Li et al., US 6,854,018. 

6. As for claim 96, Li teaches a server for storing Web objects on a storage 
device, comprising: 

• a processor and one or more stored sequences of instructions which, when 
executed by the processor, cause the processor to perform the steps of (see 28, 
Fig. 3; also Claim 1 ; the server is programmed to perform method steps; 
executing programming steps requires a processor and instruction sequences to 
enable the steps): 
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• receiving, at a server from a first client device, a first request for a first Web 
object (Fig. 7b: Open Connection is initial request); 

• in response to the first request, the server obtaining the first Web object and a 
second Web object and the server sending to the first client device the first Web 
object and the second Web object (Fig. 7b; OBJ1, OBJ2, etc. see also Col. 2, 
lines 19-20,29-31 and Col. 9, lines 13-20); 

• the server identifying that the second Web object is embedded within the first 
Web object (Col. 1 0, line 35 - Col. 1 1 , line 1 5); 

• the server causing the first Web object to be stored as a first file in a first location 
on the storage device and causing the second Web object to be stored as a 
second file in a second location on the storage device (Col. 11, lines 20-35), 
wherein the second location is selected to be co-located with respect to the first 
location in response to identifying that the second Web object is embedded 
within the first Web object (Col. 1 1 , lines 5-14, 25-35); 

• receiving, at the server from a second client device (i.e., 90, Fig. 2), a second 
request for the first Web object and in response to the second request, the server 
obtaining the first Web object by causing the first file to be read from the storage 
device in a first read operation, obtaining the second Web object by causing the 
second file to be read from the storage device in a second read operation, and 
sending to the second client device the first Web object and the second Web 
object (Col. 2, lines 15-18, 24-28; Col. 11, lines 30-35; subsequent requests are 
supplied from the cache). 
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7. As for Claim 110, it is a means+function version of claim 96, invoking 35 USC § 
1 12 6 th par by its language. In this case, the disclosed means for performing the 
claimed function is the server's processor executing instructions. Col. 7, lines 50-55, 
Col. 8, lines 13-20 indicate that the system of Li is a computer server running a 
communications program on a CPU. Therefore, the means disclosed by Li are the 
same as those of the instant application, and therefore claim 1 10 is rejected on the 
same grounds as claim 96. 

8. As for claim 124, it is a version of claim 96 which recites: "A computer-readable 

, storage medium carrying one or more sequences of instructions for storing Web objects 
in co-located positions on a storage device, which instructions, when executed by one 
or more processors, cause the one or more processors to perform the steps of:" The 
method steps which follow are identical to those of claim 96. Col. 7, lines 50-55, Col. 8, 
lines 13-20 indicate that the system of Li is a computer server running a 
communications program on a CPU. In such a system, the communications program 
must inherently be stored on a computer-readable storage medium. Therefore, claim 
124 is rejected on the same grounds as claim 96. 

9. As for claim 138, it is a method version of claim 96, performing the steps 
claimed in claim 96 without reciting the enabling hardware. Li performs the method of 
claim 96, as recited above. Therefore, claim 138 is rejected on the same grounds as 
claim 96. 
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10. As for Claims 98, 112, and 126, Li teaches the limitations of independent 
claims 96, 110, 124, and 138 as above, and further teaches: 

• the storage device (30, Fig. 2); and wherein 

• the server is selected from the group consisting of a Web caching server, a Web 
caching proxy, a Web content server, and a Web origin server (Col. 8, line 65 - 
Col. 9, line 4). 

11. As for Claims 99, 113, and 127, Li teaches the limitations of independent 
claims 96, 110, 124, and 138 as above, and further teaches: 

• the first Web object is a Web page; the second Web object is a component of the 
Web page associated with a file type that is selected from the group consisting of 
a text file type, an image file type, an audio file type, and a video file type (Col. 2, 
lines 20-24); and 

• the Web page and the component of the Web page have correlated retrieval 
times as a result of the component of the Web page being embedded within the 
Web page (Fig. 7b). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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12. Claims 100, 114, 128 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Li. 

13. As for Claims 100, 114, and 128, Li teaches the limitations of independent 
claims 96, 110, 124, and 138 as above, and further teaches: 

• the first Web object is a Web page (68, Fig. 9); 

• the Web page includes a hyper-link to the second Web object (72, Fig. 9b); 

14. Li does not expressly disclose 

• the Web page and the second Web object have correlated retrieval times as a 
result of the Web page including the hyper-link to second Web object (74, Fig. 
9b). Li teaches that, in preferred embodiments, the channels to the hyperlinked 
object is opened, but the object is not prefetched at that time to save bandwidth 
(Col. 9, lines 55-60). 

15. However, at the time of the invention it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art to modify the system of Li to actually prefetch the hyperlinked 
objects. 

16. The motivation for doing so is the same as the motivation to perform embedded 
object prefetches. Li notes that preemptively opening channels to embedded and 
hyperlinked objects as well as preemptively fetching embedded objects reduce the 
response time to the client (Col. 9, lines 58-60; Col. 2, lines 25-30). This is the well- 
known benefit of both prefetching and caching. If data is held in a low-latency store as 
opposed to a high-latency store, response time is lowered. Therefore, if data is 
prefetched into the low-latency store, response time is again lowered when the data is 
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subsequently requested. One of ordinary skill in the art would reason that if it is helpful 
to prefetch embedded documents which will be viewed immediately, it would be 
similarly beneficial to prefetch hyperlinked documents which may be viewed soon. 
Similar reasoning is used in many computer-related disciplines. For instance, in 
processors, speculative prefetches are common, preloading instructions and data which 
may or may not be used. When playing streaming media, for instance in CD/DVD 
players, read-ahead buffers prefetch data that may or may not be displayed. 

17. While Li teaches that in preferred embodiments, the channels to the hyperlinked 
object is opened, but the object is not prefetched at that time to save bandwidth (Col. 9, 
lines 55-60), in applications where bandwidth is not an issue such a modification would 
be obvious. Many systems utilize times of low resource utilization to perform tasks. 
Many data backup systems utilize change logs and only commit the changes when 
network utilization is low. Processors prioritize program threads, and only run low- 
priority threads when CPU time is available. Other examples abound. 

18. Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine the benefits of prefetching 
data with the system of Li, for the benefit of increased responsiveness, to obtain the 
invention as specified in claims 100, 114, and 128. 

19. Claims 101-102, 115-116, 129-130 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Li in view of Renshaw, US 6,065,024. 

20. As for Claims 101, 115, and 129, Li teaches the limitations of independent 
claims 96, 110, 1 24, and 1 38 as above, and further teaches: 
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• the first Web object is a Web page; the second Web object is an object 
embedded in the Web page (Col. 5, lines 40-44); and 

• the Web page and the component of the Web page have correlated retrieval 
times as a result of the component of the Web page being embedded within the 
Web page (Fig. 7b). 

21 . Li does not expressly disclose that the embedded component of the page is a 
second web page. 

22. Renshaw discloses a system and method for providing support for embedded 
web pages. In this system, the embedded web page is made to appear, via Java 
applets, as simply another embedded object and is downloaded with the rest of the web 
page. 

23. Renshaw and Li are analogous art because they are from the same area of 
endeavor, namely web prefetching systems. 

24. At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to incorporate Renshaw's embedded webpage method in the system of Li. 

25. The motivation for doing so is that this would add support for embedded web 
pages to the system of Li, as noted by Renshaw on Col. 2, lines 1-25. 

26. Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Li with Renshaw for the 
benefit of supporting multilayered webpages, to obtain the invention as specified in 
claims 101, 115, and 129. 

27. As for claims 102, 116, and 130, Li teaches the limitations of independent 
claims 96, 110, 124, and 138 as above, and further teaches: 
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• the first Web object is a Web page; the second Web object is an object 
embedded in the Web page (Col. 5, lines 40-44); and 

• the Web page and the component of the Web page have correlated retrieval 
times as a result of the component of the Web page being embedded within the 
Web page (Fig. 7b). 

28. Li does not expressly disclose that: 

• the embedded component of the page is a second web page, 

• the server identifying that a third Web page is embedded within the second Web 
page; 

• the server obtaining the third Web page; and 

• the server causing the third Web page to be stored as a third file in a third 
location on the storage device, wherein the third location is selected to be co- 
located with respect to the second location because the third Web page is 
embedded within the second Web page. 

29. Renshaw discloses a system and method for providing support for embedded 
web pages. In this system, the embedded web page is made to appear, via Java 
applets, as simply another embedded object and is downloaded with the rest of the web 
page. Renshaw further teaches that his system of parsing embedded web pages can 
extend to additional embedded web pages. See Fig. 3. In the system of Renshaw, 
embedded pages are stored as separate files (210,215, Fig. 2) co-located in a data 
store (205, Fig. 2). Therefore, the modification would include the server causing the 
third Web page to be stored as a third file in a third location on the storage device, 
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wherein the third location is selected to be co-located with respect to the second 
location because the third Web page is embedded within the second Web page. 

30. Renshaw and Li are analogous art because they are from the same area of 
endeavor, namely web prefetching systems. 

31 . At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to incorporate Renshaw's embedded webpage method in the system of Li, 
so that the embedded pages are fetched with other embedded objects. 

32. The motivation for doing so is that this would add support for embedded web 
pages to the system of Li, as noted by Renshaw on CoL 2, lines 1-25. 

33. Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Li with Renshaw for the 
benefit of supporting multilayered webpages, to obtain the invention as specified in 
claims 102, 116, and 130. 

34. Claims 97, 111, and 125 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Li in view of Ganger et al., "Embedded Inodes and Explicit 
Grouping: Exploiting Disk Bandwidth for Small Files - 1997", hereinafter Ganger. 

35. Li teaches the limitations of independent claims 96, 110, 124, and 138 as above, 
but does not expressly teach the claimed co-location relationships. The objects are co- 
located in a cache, but Li does not require the objects to be more close co-located. 

36. Ganger teaches a method of storing objects having correlated retrieval times in 
co-located positions on a disk drive (see figure 1; page 1: Abstract; and page 3: lines 
32-52 of column 1 of Ganger). 
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37. It would have been obvious to one having an ordinary level of skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to include, in the system and method of Li, a step of 
storing the Web page and the Web Objects in co-located positions on a storage device, 
where the relationships include same cylinder group (page 1, right Col., par. 2, line 4), 
adjacent sectors (Page 2, left Col, lines 32-34), near cylinder (page 3, right Col., Par. 4, 
first 3 lines). 

38. This would have been obvious since Ganger clearly teaches that storing objects 
having correlated retrieval times in co-located positions on the disk drive reduces disk 
access time and improves performance (see page 4: lines 53-54 of column 2; page 5: 
columns 1-2; page 6: lines 1-15 of column 1; and page 11: 14-22 of Ganger). 

39. Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Li with Ganger for the benefit 
of performance increases, to obtain the invention as specified in claims 97, 111, and 
125. 

40. Claims 103-105, 117-119, 131-133, 139-141 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Li in view of Jaeger, US 6345028. 

41. As for claims 103, 117, and 131, Li teaches the limitations of independent 
claims 96, 110, 1 24, and 1 38 as above, but does not expressly disclose: 

• the server causing the first Web object to be stored in a first temporary location; 
and the server causing the first Web object to be moved from the first temporary 
location to the first storage location; and 
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• the server causing the second Web object to be stored in a second temporary 
location; and the server causing the second Web object to be moved from the 
second temporary location to the second storage location. 

42. Jaeger discloses a system and method for receiving and storing related data in 
co-located locations. The system includes a storage device (1 1\ Fig. 1) and a 
temporary storage device (11, Fig. 1), each including multiple storage locations (12, 12', 
Fig. 1). Data which is received is initially stored in temporary storage device 1 1 (Col. 5, 
lines 28-40) in temporary storage locations, which are not co-located. Later, these files 
are moved to storage device 11', and in doing so are rearranged so as to be co-located. 

43. Jaeger and Li are analogous art because they are from the same problem- 
solving area, namely systems which attempt to increase the speed of data access. The 
system of Li increases the speed of access to data from the Internet, while Jaeger 
increases the speed of access to related files stored on a hard disk. 

44. At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to utilize the system of Jaeger in the system of Li, to allow the related web 
objects to be temporarily cached and then moved to co-located positions in a hard disk. 

45. The motivation for doing so is taught in Jaeger, Col. 5, lines 40-45, namely that 
when multiple files are required to be read from the disk, lack of co-location slows their 
access. The co-location allows for faster access to multiple co-located files. 

46. Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Jaeger with Li for the benefit 
of increased access speed, to obtain the invention as specified in claims 103, 117, and 
131, and 139. 
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47. As for claims 104, 118, 132, and 140, Jaeger further teaches that the 

temporary locations are within a memory (Col. 5, lines 10-20). 

48. As for claims 105, 119, 133, and 141, Jaeger further teaches that the 

temporary locations are within the storage device (Col. 6, lines 12-15). 

49. As for claims 106, 108, 120, 122, 134, 136, Li teaches the limitations of 
independent claims 96, 110, 124, and 138 as above, but does not expressly disclose: 

• the server causing the first Web object to be stored in a first temporary location; 
and the server causing the first Web object to be moved from the first temporary 
location to the first storage location; and 

• the server causing the second Web object to be stored in a second temporary 
location; and the server causing the second Web object to be moved from the 
second temporary location to the second storage location; 

• wherein the temporary locations are within a portion of memory, and the moving 
is performed when a criterion is satisfied. 

50. Jaeger discloses a system and method for receiving and storing related data in 
co-located locations. The system includes a storage device (1 1\ Fig. 1) and a 
memory(31, Fig. 5, corresponding structure in Fig. 1), each including multiple storage 
locations (12\ Frames, Fig. 1). Data which is received is initially stored in temporary 
storage device (31, Fig. 5) in temporary storage locations. Later, these files are moved 
to storage device 11', and in doing so are rearranged so as to be co-located. The 
criterion for moving them is when the memory buffer 31 is full. 
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51 . Jaeger and Li are analogous art because they are from the same problem- 
solving area, namely systems which attempt to increase the speed of data access. The 
system of Li increases the speed of access to data from the Internet, while Jaeger 
increases the speed of access to related files stored on a hard disk. 

52. At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to utilize the system of Jaeger in the system of Li, to allow the related web 
objects to be temporarily cached in a memory buffer as they are received, and then 
moved to co-located positions in a hard disk. 

53. The motivation for doing so is taught in Jaeger, Col. 5, lines 40-45, namely that 
when multiple files are required to be read from the disk, lack of co-location slows their 
access. The co-location allows for faster access to multiple co-located files. The use of 
the temporary memory buffer allows the co-located data to be assembled into segments 
which can be quickly written onto the disk. 

54. Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Jaeger with Li for the benefit 
of increased access speed, to obtain the invention as specified in claims 106, 108, 120, 
122, 134, and 136. 
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Allowable Subject Matter 

Claims 107, 109, 121, 123, 135, 137 are objected to as being dependent upon a 
rejected base claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all 
of the limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 

Conclusion 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Jesse Diller whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
4173. The examiner can normally be reached on 9:30AM-6:00PM. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Donald Sparks can be reached on (571) 272-4201. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 





